180                 Panchapadika

The self is said to have 'amsas' (parts). The 'samanya-
msa' is of the from of the object. It is a substance and not
a subject; and yet it is common both to the object and to
the subject. But since it is an amsa making the self an obj-
ect, it cannot be treated as the self. The 'viseshamsa' is
said to be of the form of the subject ; but the self is devoid
of any parts. Hence there cannot be any distinction of the
subject and the object in the self itself.

If the self were to undergo any change, it ought to be
^avayava^ (having parts). But the self being 'niravayava*
(having no parts) it cannot change itself into the subject and
the object at the same time.

Further, does the apprehending (gr^h^k^ rupa) self ever
have the nature of the object ? Or no ? If it does not have
the nature of the object, it cannot be the apprehending self
since the Bhatta does not accept the self to be 'svayam pra?
"kasa1' and does not recognise the self to be the ^.sraya of
knowledge. If it can have the nature of the object, the re-
ply is : ^The object is of the form of the 'this9 and is always
the other, not the I; and then it would be the not-self^.

Thus from a consideration of knowledge alone we can
establish the immediacy of the subject, object and^ramjtf.
And the ^ham' is the asraya of knowledge and thus it too
becomes immediate. Consequently ahankara cannot be the
^idam amsa' (this).

Experience is the phala (product) of 'catushtayia sa^ni-
karsha' with tte objects anid it is 'syay^m pr^kp^a'.. The
object is apprehended as the this ; ^jid the apprehending
entity is revealed as the not-this by experience. And this